REMARKS 

This amendment and response is intended to reply to the outstanding Office Action and 
Applicant has generally addressed the issues presented in the same general sequence as the 
Office Action. 

In re rejection under Section 112 

The Examiner had rejected claims 18-21, 24-25, and 27 as being indefinite. AppHcant has 
canceled the aforementioned claims and believes the rejection is now moot. 

In re rejection under Section 102 

The Examiner had rejected Claims 1, 2, 8, 22, 25, and 26 as being anticipated by Wojcik et al. 
Applicant has amended Claim 1 and canceled Claims 2, 8, 22, and 25-26, the aforementioned 
claims and believes the rejection is now moot. 

In re rejection under Section 103 

The Examiner had rejected Claims 3, 4-7, 9-21, 23-24, and 27-29 as being unpatentable 
over Wojcik et al in view of Perkowski. Applicant has amended Claim 1, the only independent 
claim, by essentially adding the limitation of Claim 2, 3, 4 and 23. Applicant beheves the now 
amended Claim 1 is patentable over Wojcik et al in view of Perkowski in that the prior art does 
not teach or suggest the now amended Claim 1 . 
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CONCLUSION 

Applicant has intended this to be a full response to the office action. Applicant believes the 
application is now in condition for allowance and earnestly seeks such by the Examiner. Applicant 
would welcome a call to address any issues or for further agreed amendments. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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